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From  City  and  State,  Philadelphia,  February  22,  1900. 

TIME  FOR  CANDOR. 


King  David  listened  with  kindling  indignation  to  the  par- 
able by  which  Nathan  the  prophet  depicted  his  own  double 
crime  of  adultery  and  murder.  David  had  not  the  power  to 
see  himself  as  the  divine  eye  and  the  prophet  of  God  saw 
him — a miserable,  self-deceived,  and  most  gross  sinner.  The 
man  who  had  done  this  terrible  thing  should  surely  die,  he 
exclaimed.  “ Thou  art  the  man  ! ” replied  the  stern,  coura- 
geous prophet,  and  David  could  only  acknowledge,  in  utter 
self-abasement,  that  this  was  the  truth.  In  a sense,  his  sin 
was  forgiven,  but  its  consequences  did  not  cease.  That  sword 
by  which  he  killed  Uriah  and  got  full  possession  of  the 
object  of  his  temptation  would  not  depart  from  his  line. 

There  is  nothing  new  under  the  sun,  and  Biblical  history 
repeats  itself  accurately.  We  need  a hundred  Nathans  to 
stand  up  and  tell  the  present  Administration  in  these  United 
States  of  ours  a parable  which  will  show  under  another  form 
just  what  deeds  it  has  done  during  the  last  year  in  the  Philip- 
pines ; and  then,  when  it  shrinks  back  with  an  outraged  moral 
sense  at  the  blackness  of  the  deed,  to  reply,  “ Ye  are  the 
men  who  have  done  this!”  No  reply  would  be  possible. 
How  may  we  define  that  deed  so  that  the  facts  justify  the 
definition?  First:  It  was  a perfidious  deed.  The  Adminis- 
tration brought  the  Filipino  chiefs  to  Luzon  to  drive  out  the 
Spaniards  under  an  understanding  that  the  islands  should  be 
accorded  the  same  terms  as  Cuba.  The  Filipinos  fulfilled 
their  part  of  the  agreement.  The  Administration  then  delib- 
erately repudiated  the  moral  obligations  it  was  under  to  fulfil 
its  part.  This  perfidy  was  all  the  baser  since  it  was  the  be- 
trayal of  the  trust  accorded  us  by  a weak  people;  all  the 
blacker  since  it  involved  a violation  of  our  own  professed 
principles — principles  of  human  liberty  for  which  we  have 
always  stood  and  in  which  the  Filipino  chiefs  supposed  we 
really  believed.  This  betrayal  of  confidence  was  in  its 
enormity  like  that  which  occurs  when  a guileless  child,  inno- 
cent of  the  tricks  and  devices  of  the  world,  trusts  a mature 
man  in  whose  wisdom  and  goodness  he  has  perfect  reliance. 
The  child  trusts  and  is  deceived.  A Teacher  once  said  it 
were  better,  to  have  a millstone  fastened  about  one’s  neck  and 
to  be  cast  into  the  depths  of  the  sea  than  to  commit  an  act 
like  that — the  act  of  deceiving  “one  of  these  little  ones.” 
General  Anderson’s  article  in  the  “ North  American  Review  ” 
for  February  shows  very  plainly  that  he  felt  that  the  Filipino 
leaders  were  deceived.  The  ugly  fact  now  stands  out  in 
sharp  outlines,  unobscured  by  any  sentimental  professions  of 
good  intentions,  that  we  deliberately  forced  war  upon  these 
people  and  refused  to  stop  it  at  the  earnest  request  of  the 
Filipino  chiefs.  The  object  of  this  action  can  only  be 


accounted  for  by^supposing  that  the  Administration  had 
determined  to 'obtain  possession  of  the  islands  unobstructed 
by  any  recognition  of  the  rights  of  the  inhabitants  to  self- 
government.  If  this  was  not  murder  done  on  behalf  of  a 
nation,  what  was  it  ? 

A careful  analysis  of  the  facts  of  this  case — facts  which  we 
have  again  and  again  reviewed — -convinces  us  that  greed, 
base,  vulgar  greed,  was  the  actuating  motive  in  this  business. 
The  candid  speech  of  Senator  Beveridge,  the  forthgivings  of 
Charles  Emory  Smith  on  behalf  of  the  Administration,  Mr. 
Barrett’s  recent  lecture  before  the  Geographical  Society, 
Senator  Thurston’s  more  recent  speech  before  the  Trades 
League  in  this  city — these  and  many  similar  things  all  point 
to  the  same  conclusion.  It  is  this  which  caused  President 
McKinley  to  veer  so  suddenly  and  completely  from  the  honor- 
able position  assumed  toward  Cuba  to  the  sweet-worded, 
merciless  attitude  assumed  toward  the  Philippines.  Up  to 
this  point  responsibility  rests  mainly  on  his  shoulders.  Hence- 
forth it  rests  on  ours.  We  can  not  shut  our  timid  or  our 
selfish  eyes  to  it.  We  can  no  longer  creep  into  safe  corners 
with  the  hypocritical  excuse  that  we  do  not  know  what  is  going 
on.  We  know  it  perfectly  well.  Even  our  priests  and  our 
Levites,  for  all  the  pressure  of  their  professional  engagements, 
know  that  the  man  lying  in  his  blood  on  the  other  side  of  the 
road  will  die  if  they  render  no  help.  We  all  know  that  na- 
tional murder  and  national  theft  on  a gigantic  scale  are  being 
perpetrated  in- our  name.  We  all  know  that  it  is  in  President 
McKinley’s  programme  to  assume  that  the  war  is  over,  that 
peace  exists  in  Luzon  ; to  offer  an  amnesty  to  those  who  lay 
down  their  arms  and  then  to  shoot  or  hang  those  who 
still  continue  to  fight.  We  know  that  this  bit  of  Spanish 
policy  is  about  to  be  adopted.  Can  we  remain  silent  still,  and 
yet  preserve  our  sense  of  self-respect?  If  our  eyes  are  at  last 
opened  and  our  conscience  touched,  what  should  we  do? 
Precisely  what  Senator  Hoar  and  ex-Senator  Edmunds  sug- 
gest. We  should  call  on  Congress  to  act,  and  to  say  to  the 
Philippines  at  once  precisely  what  that  body  said  to  Cuba 
long  ago  : “ You  are,  and  of  right  ought  to  be,  free  and  in- 

dependent ; lay  down  your  arms  on  that  assurance  of  your 
rights.  We  will  aid  you  in  setting  up  your  own  government 
and  we  will  protect  you  from  outside  interference.  We  do 
not  wish  to  subjugate  you.”  The  adoption  of  such  a policy 
by  the  Republican  Party  now  would,  it  is  true,  demand  its 
swallowing  of  pride  at  one  gulp;  but  that  would  be  better 
than  the  dread  consequences  to  its  fortunes  which  persistence 
in  this  suicidal  course  is  sure  to  bring.  Choose,  good  Repub- 
licans, which  horn  of  the  dilemma  you  will  be  impaled  on. 
We  have  a notion  that  greater  comfort  will  be  found  in  being 
transfixed  by  the  former.  Let  those  readers  who  are  made 
angry  by  this  view  throw  the  paper  into  the  waste-basket,  but 
let  those  who  think  our  advice  sound  write  at  once  ten  lines  to 
Senator  Hoar  urging  the  passage  of  the  Edmunds  memorial. 


